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*F‘e*d *ndependence ’

o

:Résea*sh has shown? s+udent field znde?endent

'ccq"i+ive =+v1e (FI), . as opposed to._ field dépendent Tognitive s*yle;

{PDYV, *0 be correla*ed moderately with. success on selected second

lanquage *asks.:i fra

- 4n *his study “o examine the role of P
"~ enrolled in six sections of an in*roductory Spanish course.

A fralt-treatment inteiaction approach was utilized
/I among 236 collegs ‘students
The '

‘purposé of the investigation.was to de*ermine the significance of

stydert stvle, teacher style, and student- -teacher’ stylistic match or

" mismatch upon Second language achievement. Pield dependence was

.exhibited a°§uper*or performance. There was no matn effect for

assessed with the Group Embedded Pigures Test ahd subjects were then.
‘classified ae . PD or FI with a- fedian-spli+ technigue, Factorial

., analysesirevealed 2 significant. main effect for student style in

per‘ormance on measures of Spanish 1tnqui=tic.hcommunicative, and

— T —s 3§ R Y

integrative compe*tence. In .each instance the FI group of students

~ +eacher” styie nor were *here any siqnificant interaction effects.. f%

. 'was conclnded that,
., more impor*ance in ‘achievement than the situational factor (teacher

.the learnér factor (FD/I cognitive style) was of

stylel: T+ is suggegted that further naturalistié, ethnographic

research be undertaken to examine student-teacher styles as process'}

variables in' the second language classrbom to- complement
ou*comé-oriented s+ud4es such as" th*s one.
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i e v 7 " Apstract

L

|

v« " Initial réseaiéﬁ ﬁag shown' stu&ént-fiéi&-
v O S _
I a independent cognitive style (FI), as opposed to a:

"~ field=dependent styleggFD), to be correlatéd -
! S L o R : i o
rhn- s lé cted . second language

A SN ;
.

PR - “i tasks. A trait-treatm ‘interaction approach wasq ’

moderately with sucCe

, among 236 college students enrolled in six sections

-“Zf: cf an introductory Spanish course. Thezpurpose of
the investigation was to determine the significance

Y,v‘ of student style, teacher style, and student taacher

\ -
K' stylistic match or . mismatch upon L2 achievement._

fest and subjects were theh claSSified as FD or-Fi_ ;

¢

: ﬁitﬁ a ﬁédiaﬁqspiit technique., ?aétoriai analyses

- _ . revealed a Significant main effect for student style L

_‘1 ‘_ﬂ\in performance on measures of Spanish linguistic (pz Ol),

e ,\communicative (pZ.Ol);_aqp integrative (p<.001) competence.
- © ' In each instancé the FI gfoup of students exhibited a
‘superior performance: ~There was no maif effect for .

Eéaaﬁéf §E§ié ﬁaf'wéfé Eﬁéfé‘&ﬁ&zSignificant Interactfaﬁ,j

‘ res arch be undertaken to examine studentwteacher styles'
~ o 1 .
'as process variables in the second language classroom

o

t6_Eoﬁpléﬁént_Butéone—oriented'studies such as this one.

R -~ < 7
s .

N
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yyIntroduction s o BT e e
: o . . 15; J . ,'4‘} T . o - v " . . . >
L oAET In recent.Yéa s secon ﬁlanguage rese a chérs
_xﬁ_“”“ . have attem ted to xsolate artlcular learner p
e B A
7 éhafaétéfistiés and cognxtxve strategles WhICh

scond language
7 educatlon that would promote

enhance or hlnder progress "in learnlng another
“’*7’lanquage. Stch. research has been conducted in.
R . : ..

Hopes of refining a model of

mbré suecessful

One of the 1earner‘faEE6rs that has recelved
[ 3

scholarly attention lS the éo§n1t1ve style construct

known as field dependence lndependence (FD/I)

Fleld lndependence, as opposed to fleld dependence,

has been shown to play a helpful though mlnor role

~
777777 l
ln a formal envxronment.

“

Whlle the results of these exploratory LﬁVestl-
,gatlons suggest that g ater fleld lndependence is
\assoc1ated in a modest fa hlon w1th better second

ln second language learnlng

.FIrst; what is the ' 7

! . .
sxgnlflcance; educdational as well as statistical; of
. v “

e

1anguage achlevement, lt lS lmporégnt to cons1der
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' ~;<_f ,Ehé'performince dtfference bétween fleid-dependent

.-
-

SO _éﬁa fxeld-lndependent students’ Secondly; does the . -

S - jlearnig s cognltlve style 1nteractfﬁfth other'factors'

-

in the 1earn1ng s1tuatlon, such as the teacher s-

. ‘ ,‘,' - ..: . ‘ / L4 ,‘,,,n _
X”“"J"“T]”"f“”'”cognit;ve-style; to affect achievement d1fferent1ally° .

Vg . .
7 .2 . Al

\ R "irfjié 13@555@ of this paper is to Sp1EES thése” issues
: I' a s T . , 71 - . B
L n

. ' N

gelatlon to some'pertlnent data. In1t1ally,

. owever, 1%«15 necessary to reV1ew background . O

'

/
1nformatlon on the FD/I construct, 1ts" latlonshlp

' P
- .

. a’l : / to educatlon 1n general and to second language :

- s ! - M o \

I ',/.;iearninq'tn-partxcuiari, S, 'f:'ﬁ;r.f A \’d

- ’ ' .,/ : éackground L . s B ;.. ; - ’} . M

s i . The psychologlcal term.“cognltlve style"-refer

_m\
£

{, Vo g’to varlatlons among 1nd1v1duals in preferred ways of .
. . ‘. /’ " . ' R . . : -
@ : y;i, _ percetVIng, organ121ng, ana1y21ng, or recaiiing Y

7 / ] : . - s .
ﬂ/ PR ences 1n manner of th1nk1ng are“belleved to 1nfluehce g
M ; \ -" gf J . O ' Lo :

A . human functlonlng pervaslvely 1h a numben of arzas,-

R . b .
_/ S - from the cogn1t1ve and affecthe to the termperamental Sl
/. : ' ilj'and 1nterpersonal.2 At,present field dependence (Fﬁ) -

/ . N ) !:‘

/_ S and erid 1ndependence (FI) are 1nt*rpreted respectlvely

.

[ : : X -
‘ external or 1nternal frames oE reference 1n process1ng

1nformatlon. Theoret1cally, fleld dependence fosters

1 - p- o

,greater SkLll in 1nterpersonal relatlons, whlle f1eld .

o -

Independence nurtures greater cogn1t1ve restructurlng

3

-

o Iilty on varlous perceptuai and Inteilectual tasks.3
' - : , , i ‘-

‘
.
.
.
LA
S,
N
<n
- 1.
.
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'7' anterpefsonal or1entat10n among FD'S Whlch allows

L R . '/ . . . . N - —
5 : R . . . - =3=
M l . . L. - . ; b - - -

v It is belteved that FD persons develop a greater

'/"
' k3

stlmull than do FI 1nd1v1dﬁals. ThlS leads?

to an)
#

them to focus ‘on other people for 1nformat10n and,' SR

1

'1n turn, to &evelop competence In,understandlng or'

deallng w1th others. Such traItsEas warm and out-f

A

g01ng, emot%onally open, sen51t1v% to socIal cues,?_

D 5 .~

strongly 1nterested in or attentlve to others, and

11- 4

;.successful sec0nd language 1earﬂér

°

In contrast FI people are. consldered to have

developed a more deflnlte boundary betWeen the 1nner
;r .

self and the outer world leadlng to a greater

degree of autonomy\when 1nteraczﬁng with others or
executlng certaln cognltlve tasks._ thkxn and f'

Goodenough in the research c1ted prev1ously explaxn .

,

f
that FI 1nd1v1duals are llable to be 1nterested in

: dIstance from others; and to be l en51t1¥e thanr
FD persons to either their own soctal impact or the
social undercurrents. of a‘given srtuatlon; Bescrtptors

‘such as cold; aloof, indiuidualfﬁtié' and’ task—

. orlented have been applled to FI people. Thls mofé(i

h ‘1mpersonal oglentatlon may result in reduced soc1al

Y
R
\

sklllspamong reiatxvely FI persons.:

4

)
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S éiternal field",isﬁnevertheless thought'tO'foster

: the development of ¢ gnltlve restructurlng abllltles

- . e Y : . .
: useful for certaln pe ceptual and 1ntellectual tasks.

,.;‘

”f”ﬂj'Such mental restructurxng may entail alterlng the

or adherlng to It "as glven;" ThlS cognltlve analy31s

N : . ’ O -~

'.i".lf; o can occur 1n varlous ways, such as segmentlng on

[

T ' f.ganlzed fleld 1mposrng strﬂcture on a dlsorganlzed ;

[

f:eld ‘Or provrdlng new structure whlch is dlfferent'

P from the~one suggested:by the 1nhérent or external

: organlzatlon of the” fueld For example, there 1s sdme '

.

:eV1dence in the verbal realm that\FI is related to;'

.

greater effectlveness among monollnguals 1n ﬁerformlng

S

subh verbal proces51ng or restructurxng tasks as

« - .

vse'tenée dtsambigﬁatién and déeper;level §fémmatréal .
tr: ns?”’ at::oﬁs.6 Similar 11ngu1st1c restructurlng

seems rnyolved_ln learning to manlpulate a new language

-
<

appropriately. 1n\;\;&ous contexts,

\

.-Slnce FD/I is belleved to affect patterns of
thlnk;ng, personathy, and soc1al 1nteractlon Ln a
consistent manner, it has been discussed as an educa-

ti?nai» faetor: which influences classroom behavior and
't . subsequent achievement. In these dJ.scu]ss:Lons FD/I

. . N " is seen. as a process variable linked to how students‘
.1earn; how teachers teach or prefer to teach, and

- the way in which students and teachers intéract.

Q ot
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problem—solVLng.v ThlS is a strategy currently thought
*f"”éf*“ﬂfltl _ “to operate ln Second language acqu1s1t;on pro ésSéS.a

ﬂ)’z,’

Conversely, FD s tend to dlsplay more pass1ve,

N : o

\‘--:z&

,spectator-llke strategxes to acquxre 1nformat10n.

o

When organ121ng materlal FD's are apt to rely on thev

e

glven, external structure of thé materlal to prov1de.

°
Ce

'f'organlzatlon and 1n51ghts whereas FI's hay use

N A

' 1nternallzed rules garnered from experlence to analyze

L ; - or restructure the material being learned. Thus,_l

J

,dlfﬁerences in learn1ng~strateg1es are reflectéd in’

~ the distinction suggested by ﬁatch-whc categorlzes»LZ

’iearnéis as -‘either "data-gatherers or “rule~formers.
’In-additidﬁkto 1nfluencxng learnlng strategles,

Fﬁ[I~§l§6 ﬁas'héénlrelated to differences in educational-‘

vocational interésts-aﬁong-college'students;lp FI

persons, more llkely lnterested in the theoretlcal

and abstract, tend to select pursults wh1ch requ1re

cognitxve restructurlng sk;lls but wh1ch don t partlcu-

-
.

o , larly 1ncorporate soc1al content or an. interpersonal

7. e R

orlehtatron (I e., natural scrences, mathematlcs, or:

[y

englneerlng)’ Contrastlngly, FD persons favor vocatIons
© .+ with a more overt 1nterpersonal emphasis,; areas where

v

o r ; regular contacts w1th other people would prevail over

*7; . o . ) ‘
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L ~ﬁﬁ£§iﬁ§;nééﬁﬁééiiﬁg;~sbciai,woxk);

‘Beyond affecting students’' learniﬁq_st§lés and

évbcatioﬂai,iﬂtéréSts; 66§ﬁitive'stYle'is.believed to.
- 7

A,
S
PN . . - - .-

_'teachers:' Whllefresearch'on“actual classroom “:‘5 oy

51tuat10ns is llmlted, the teachlng stratégiés that

FD and FI 1nstructors cla1m to prefer seem to d1ffer‘l}

: “s ;;
3 .1nterest in 1nteractIng with students. Fﬁ teachers .

.. B R
’ .

favor student.particxpatlon in sett1ng goals and

the establlshment of a warm or personal learnlng

env1ronment. -FI 1nstructors,~onvthe other hand—\

”

d1r6ct1ng learnlng, open classroom dlSCUSSlOﬂS, and

prefer teacher-dlrected learnlng, structured class

act1v1t1es, and teachlng s1tuat10ns whlch are less ‘.

‘

‘personal ahd involve iess:student-teacher*1nteract1on:

Despite these preferential differences, little

év1dence exists that‘either-styie.in and of itself

prodUCes better éll—around teachlng or learnlngul

style as a potent educatlonal varlable, the 1nteract1ve

; L “ ' . ' . ;.lsv !

.o ' ‘ effects of student-teacher‘stylistlc match Qr mlsmatch
i . . o & )
ST - thave also been examlned to some extent - Th 'éséarch

1

B

_has generally dealt w1th the effect of Eeacher—

student stylespon classroom sec1al 1nteract1op more

G e than with- thelr effect on learnlng 13 gne results_A_




FR 'd_' - for degree of FD/I they 1lke each other better and _§;7_

feel a greater 1nterpersonal attractron than when

they ‘are mismatched in thls,regard; Thrs gréatér
attraction is presumed to be conducrvelto better
~  “social interaction. Inferences extrapolated td -

LY

‘ acaéemic’aéhie@eméﬁt éipééta'“aﬁs shbuia bé apprbaéhéa

-t -

wrth cautron, srnce irttle e/;urnce has been gathered
' .. to rndrcate whether or not students learn more or less

from 1nstructors who dlsplag a cognltlve style slmllar

2 o . to thelr.own.‘ : :
T - ; e N ..

These tentative insights into‘the educational-

1mpllcations of FD/I haVé been gained by psychologi;ts

over the 1ast twenty.years;» More recently second A

g, P S [ e

¢ o _ - language researchers have also shown 1nterest in
LN : cognltlve style as a tra1t t at may affect second

language,learnlng. Sirnce’ the mld 1970 s Verflf'

' Staaiés‘héVé addressed the role of FD/I in learniﬁg

- another ianguage. Basrcally, these efforts have

\ .

attempted to. assess the degree of assocratron between

- student COgnlthE style and performance on'a varlety ;

AR N

o o j One ;/group of 1nvest1gatlons examlned FD/I as a

;'of second language tasks.n

i"- ; 'cogn1t1ve dlsembeddlng ablllty whlch might affect the
second language performance of secondary students,
= ; C stﬁdyiﬁg Frénch-as a-Second-Eanguage in eanada.llih?f
two related experlments.Blalystok and'Frohllch conai
i?? ", cluded that FD/I was a weak predlcator of 1nformal

’

and formal receptlve and~product1ve competence.i

¢ . ‘ N . . o * .
, . . - , . . . . -
. - \ ' - .,

a
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T Another study by Tucker and others found FI to be a

' ¥ ~

sxgnxficant predlctor of sucdess on’'a general :;,
.j '7‘; .

4

achlevement test, though it_was not so assoc1ated

w1th performancecn1tests of readi comgrehenston,l

11sten1ng comprehenslon, or oral roduct:.on.l,5

o FI also app d s a slgnlflcan learner factor ln .

the research of Nalman and hls"olleagues, but here

R ‘ll it was~re1ated to greater succjss on 1m1tatlon and
6

| llstenln ,comprehenslon tasks1 Addxtlonally, thxs

In a prev10us artxcle the presemt authors examlned o
the correlatlonai relatLOnshlp beuween FB/I and the
s '_v'h' forelgn language achlevement‘of college students xn e

Doni _an lntroductory-level Spanlsh classa‘ Whlle t

correlatlons ln that study were modest, ranQLng from

.20 to .43 (p<\001), they dld suggest that the FD/I
i/

varlable played a mtnor role-ln second language v;' e

Iearn;ng;y Fleld,rndependence.wa% found td be assoclated V%_

_ ‘with better linguistic coﬁﬁéténce ahd-overali _ RS

a'chiéVéiﬁént._’ —ii:‘ waié also 1i5nkéa; though hot as

\ _ ‘< N '

o . < ¢ . . . el ’ ..
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ﬁff S N érccm settlﬁg" ﬁowever, 1t 1% 1mpoftant to aééeftalh :
| 'Ehé' g"f'cancg of achlevement dlfferences betWeehe* ??;.;?w )
, we o : SEEL ) M v
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S R
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) source of varylng sucCes§*“ Such énllnteractlonal per- ; oL
3 = . t ™ :\.._ - ‘_‘.‘ gy »cr v..,‘._,» : l,,n.;,__{w!
e ,xspectlve.ls elpful»when dttemptlng to percelve the , s
5 complex relatlonshlp betweenvﬁearner characterlstlcs o &
R T N r.‘%i'ii' G e Mol

.\‘f_and_contextualvconstraints'that may affect performancef_

. i‘ ' eff sngp as teacher styie.: % For 1v§tance,bdo student-*é;

e 3 fcdrrelatlonai study mentioned abOVe.‘ The.results»of S
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o ;<Sub3ectsf Some 236 students enroiiéd in e

i,- 5 °\ - N . ) ' . R
-

'ian rntroductory Spanrsh course at the Un1vers1ty of
w )

) @

Colorado and therr sxx recrtatron—sectron 1nstructors

.. . LT e
~ \"“‘ N ‘i '\

formed the sample group for thlS study

.%*P The oné‘semester course was, des1gned to promote

' I

'language lqboratory'practrce,.smail rec1tat10n c&asses,

‘3

“'dand textbook-workbook drllls. mhe course met fifty

"Q‘S:" v ' ~

‘mlnutes dally, flve days per week for s1xteen weeks -

Twrce each week the course coordlnator/lectured the

-.1: PR

entire'éroup onjgrammar.- The remalnlng three meetlngs

LI

reach, conducted by graduate Eéaéhiﬁ§ ass1stants.

..
i U

Attendance at the latter se551ons-was requlred ' Primdry

emphaSlS in the small cla es Wasjgiven to the,
S -
deveiopment of communlcatlve competence. As a résuit

1
The students were assumed to constltute a repre-

Sentative sample of undergraduate. students in intro-/
ductory Spanish courses at similar universitlies.
TheY»were classified appropriatéiy as héginning learners

'was” studled elsewhere.' It was accepted that random

H
»asslgnment torrec1tatlon sectlons had occurred through
f . L ’

= S e . .

b
Qo
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CooTe ordlnary reglstratlon procedures (1nstructors Were a .

’ unknown upon reg1strat10n) The group of students

was,about éVénly.d;vlded ‘between males and,females;
. . V4 a . -
The six recitation*section iﬁstruétors were ail

master s degree candldates in the Department of

- Spanlsh and Portuguese. Two_Were male and four were "ﬂ&ig“"

RSy
> female.. Thelr respons1b111t1es included prov1d1ng

»

pat:ern drlll on grammar po nts and fac111tat1ng o R

.contlnual practlce in oral communlcatton among

A 3 language prof1c1ency and‘each was teachlng the course'

.for the f1rst tlme._ The teachlng assistant$ varléd
. f
s however, 1n the emphasls of thelr graduate stud1es.

[

-

l

Three were majorxng 1n Spanxsh language and ltnguxsttcs, e

'two emphasafed Spanish . litéfaturé, and’ oﬁé had Ehoséﬁ N

Spanlsh teachlng methodology as the m\‘or fleld of.
study. The tenured professor whorcoordinatedvthe

T course and presented the lectures was treated as a

constant in this study.

study Wasléoﬁééiﬁed to explore further the rélatioﬁ-
ship Bétﬁéén éégﬁiti?é §£§1é and second languége 7
revealed a slgnlflcant and positive correlation
hétWéén field jndependence and foréign language.
'aéhiéVéméht. ' '

The main conern here was to aséertaiﬁ how

significant the differences were between FD and FI

N,
A




o

N

'was selected to examxne these dxfferences and to =

. ‘ . | . :3:2_:" °

students, and between sgude?ts with 'FD versus FI

teachers. A factor1al, ex ) facto resear ch de51gn
B___ =29

allow examrnatlon of any 1nteractlo? effects as well;

a%hls approach reflects the trait- treatment interaction
perspectlve eluc1dated<hy7Cronbach and Snow19 and

advocated recently by McLaughlln for second language

‘research;20 In this 1nstance student cognltlve style

was Ehe learner tralt of central 1nterest whlle

ment Vaflable. A nested, two-way, fixed-effects ANOVA

was employed in the data analy51s. R S

The FD/I proclxvxty of the students and teachers . .

l

Test (GEFT) 2 Thls ;nstrument requxres the subject

\

to percelve and‘outllne~a sample geometrlc shape

obscurely embedded W1th1n a larger, more complex

drawxng. The GEFT score 1nd1cates one's ablllty to s
locate relevant Informatton thhin;gor separate it

In theory; the restructurlng\sk;lls e11c1ted by this
visual task'are also utilized wHen performing similar

teachers as Fb or 7% accordlng to obta1ned GEFT Score.

This §r66edﬁre was used 1nstead of an extreme-groupsw

lelSlon 1n‘order to 1nclude a larger number of students

and all six rec1tation lnstructors.

“ " ’

;)"
Ma
a

~
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The aéﬁéﬁaéﬁﬁ'éariaaié'ih this éésign was*éegree of

semester-course; ‘General prof1c1ency was separated

’\into'threefaspects:of language ability: 1) 11nguxstié

comgetence, o: the ablllty to manlpulate bas1c struc-,

turai unxts of Spanish, measu:ed by Scores on a com-';

Exam), 2) ccmmun;cat;ve,ccmpetence,'or the ablilty to B

.

glve and recelve oral messages 1n Spanlsh, assessed

by teacher ratlngs of oral proflglency derived from j?

T

. catlon tasks (Oral Evaiuatlon); and 3) Integrative

-

' Rééﬁi&éi: .

comgetence, or the comblned llngulstlc and contextuai
prof1c1ency of the student, obsetved by scores on a -
multlple-ch01ce Cloze Test.22 ' - : }\
: P

The findings of the analysis of variance proce-
dures will be discussed in relation to the questions
posed at the outset. The nested, two-way ANOVA pro-
‘duced rather compiéx tabiés Those tables are not

discussed in this paper. They are available upon , 5
request from the authors. Tables-1-3 illustrate the
differences in group means highlighted by the factorial

-

Ay

™

Y
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N ' Flrst, there waS\a s1gn1f1cant main effect among

=

the students sampled for the sﬁudent cognlt;ve style

y ' \ factor on each Cﬂiterlon of Spahlsh Sklll.. Flnai Exam
- ‘ ~
S (p( 01), Oral Evaluatton (p( 61), and eiore Test (p( 001)
- "‘

. That. ts, there was a 51gn1f1cant aifference i performance

between the FD and FI student grc, ’s. In each 1nstance . )

‘the FI student group displayed a *'atistically,siqnificant

/UI

i } highér level of achievement, A\ -
Secondly, there was no main éﬁééat in any of the.
analysis for the_instructcr;cognitive\style factor. In
other words; there were no important differences in student .
¥

{achrevement on any of the Spanlsh measures for students

w1th FD. versus I 1nstructors.

o | Thirdly, no sighificant interactions were found
Bétﬁééﬁ\stuééﬁt:teacﬁer~éd§hiti6e-StYié aﬁé-Sﬁbseéueﬁt’

GstenStbly student- teacher FD/r'match or mlsmatch dld not-ﬁ\

[

e produce a notably dlstlnct effect on student achlevement.

-7

- |

Discussion

'éfvén ‘these statistical results it seems that; in

answer to/Fhe First question posed here, student cognltlve _ 5&7&5

style does make a srgnrflcant difference in foreign

language achievement among the group of studeﬁts examined
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in this. study. 'It‘is'perhaps even more ﬁoEeworthy to

pornt ‘out that the FI student group scored more than

1/3 of a standar& devxatxon Ks a: ) above the FD group

on, each measure (see Table 4) . This magnxtude of dif-
ference is cons;dered by evalﬁatlon methodologlsts to

:1nd1cate an educatlonally, as 0ppo§ed to statlstlcally,
. ;;— ;sighificaht di rferent 1n,degree of learnlng.23 ;hus,

FI reétfﬁctﬁrihé aBiliEieéiappareﬁEly aa"éaﬁfribaﬁéxta
éoré éﬁccéééfﬁi 11ngulst1c, commuﬁacaEiVé, and iﬁEé&féEiﬁé
performance‘rn a formal Spanlsh co%rse at the pn;versatyx

R f ' : : " ;A‘ L
Yet the fbndlngs should be approached wrth some

iévei;

-

‘ i;ution. Slnce lnstructor was trea é as. a fr ed rather

~tRan a random.factor, the resultsacan only be discussed A

+ in terms of ‘the people who partlclpated in ‘this §Eudy;‘

11

'// o Such’aﬁ\analyé;; is necessarlly ‘the 1n1t1al and most ~

‘modest' approach to aSseSSLng factor SLgnlflcance. HéweGég;

1t Makes. it dlfflcult to generallze these flndlngs broadly

{i

-Another shqrtcomtng 1n.anterpretatlon;reSplts from thej

s

.

. _ P . : -
15&& .0of comprehensive éEaEiétical coﬁtrol for-the sabjectS‘)
' Sl = - L
Verbal, quantltatlve, and spatlal.lnteiilgence. This makes

/

analy515 of the. relatlonshlp between FD/I and achlevement

- -iééé préc;ee than 1f such’ lntellectual aptltude 1nformatlon\
‘were available. | S L

¢.  aAlthough student cognitive style did influence
,,:,“,;_,, ,,,,’,,,,,,9,,, _ ,,; . e e, , ",;,,A
. 'degree of learning in this analysis,; teacher cognitive

style did not do so in any significant fashion: Neither -

b

' “were there apy interaction effects between teacher -style

=
ol
\‘
bowil
o

>l
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' ) . o . . . ~ "
- . . . . - . ~ . i

R ' and student .style that affected performance significantly:

ye

Since ﬁarticularfteacher étile;as well aéJconditionS;of

,matchlng/mlsmatchlng students and teachers for style pro-'

.

¢ : 'duced o notable dlfferences in ach1evement, the results

.

QX B . L 1mp1y that the 1earner factor wels of far greater import 3

Sy . ’

ﬁ:faCtOIZA—ThlS may have resuﬂEed from the‘fact that the
teachlng and test1ng requlrements were qu1te structured

/7 prec1se, and\uniform across, all classes, br1ng1ng forth

- - " | instructional behavrors whrch did not refiect a' teacher"s

. - . L "7777!771? 7777777 o -77:’7777 - 77777;777;7777
~- _ more habitual or natural style. or, perhaps the instructors

'

(’E 2 _indeed ‘taught. deferently, “but to. no consequence in produc1ng
<

varled student performance. In as much as observatlons of

N A factual classroom teach1ng sty!e Wéré*nct part of thls in=

. - ’ ki
( 7vest1gat;on, no comment can be made about what teachers

actuaiiytdid in their recltatlon sections. Ethnographrc

| A
and interactlonal anaiyses of - classroom pfocesses might °

. .
2 .
. . -

¢
shed more . light on” the role of t%acher style. Teacher FD/;

.

‘ o - cannot be assumed to have'no bearing on student outcome or

ach1evement as a contéxtuai variable untll the context can

Riep .?,‘;? \

T C be descrlbed more thoroﬁghly e ?A : ? . P
: F ' :
‘Even‘though no statlstrcaiiy s1gn1frcant rnteractrons

-

-
|

occurred between student-teacher cognltlve styles, 1t is

*Insert Figures 1-3 aboWt,here - .

o

ke
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it can be seen that the FI fémélé group CGﬁSiStéﬁt}y

attalned the hIghest achlevement, w1th FD or FI instructors

 (though they regularly dld;better with FI instructors), On

. _ CR e . _ L
the Final Exam and Oral Evalua—tion thé FD féﬁié—lé group had
’ I ) B}

the next hlghest performance record folIowed by FI males,
and both groups dId slxghtly better with FD Instructors. L

-

rPerformance contrasts on the Cloze Test were, somewhat dif-

) ferent ) Inathls case group mean scores d1dn t vary as .

‘ much by type of lnstructor’ and the FI student groups, both

male and female, performed better than 'the FD groups. The-f

FD male group repeatedly performed at. the lowest level on ,

_all three 1nd1cants of Spanlsh Sklll. Moreover, they per-

. formed- less sat1sfactorlly w1th FI than with FD 1nstructors5

Thefcontrast in performarnce between FI females and FD males.

with FI _instructors was continually the most marked relation-

shig'notéé.; For example, on the Final Exam and o;ai_Evaiua: )
tion, FI females achieved a group mean which was more than
one' s:d: highef than the mean of the FD male group with FI
instruétorsz This'is a very noticeable difference'indeed.‘

- - . . - - L -
_Several speculative comments come to mind about these

subgrou —éifféréncés First, the course éémanééa a'rigorous B
expectatIonS‘of grammar learnxng Wrth orai cpmmunxcat:nn”'
requlrements.: Th1s meant._ that more materlal was aotually
included in the currlculum As a result a great deal of.
respons1blllty was placed on the students to study independ-

ently and to synthes1ze materlal contlnually Apparently

the .FI female group was able to do - thls most effectively.

Eo
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ghis may have resulted frem a fortuitous éombination of
cogﬁitive’restructuring ahiiity,.inteiiigéﬁce,‘aﬁa good
stﬁdy habits. Iﬁtérpéerﬁai»Eaetors may also havefebme ¥
into piay ¥ | | | |

On the -other hand the FD maie group seemed to have

l‘/

real dlfglculty meetlng the course_§xpectatlons, espec1ally

u’w1th FI lnstructors. Further re ch mlght help explaln
if‘éhis was related to 1nterpersonal relatr'ns 1ﬁ the ciass-
roém envxronment FNFor instance;.the FD male g/oup did

§erform slightly bettek with FB\§nstructors (as @&id the FI~

female group with FI ln”tructors) Thus; matchlng for

70

romoted better lnteroersonal com- .

munlcatlon whlch in turn miy have led to hlgher motivation

‘or more "tutorlng" actlvltles between. student " and teachers.

;ence again; an ethnographic or Interactionai reSéarch\stﬁdY’

* might clarxfy this issue. - - . B

e .l
. It is of interest that the three instructors cate-

gorized as.FD iﬁciuaéd.the two Spanish literature majors
]
and the oné who had chosen Spanlsh teachlng methodology

I

as a f1e1d of study The FI 1nst§uctors %}l were/majorlng

‘in’ Sﬁan:sh 1aﬁguage ‘and 11ngu1st1cs,- These dxfferences in
<gacadem1c speclallzatlon, which may be related to FD/I pro-
:c11v1ty, perhaps affected the class environment and empha51s

t.of the recitation sectldns. The FD lnstructors may have

Facreated a warmer, more hospitablé*séttihg, and may not have

'stressed grammatlcal analy51s to the saie degréé as FI

% ,é : e : . . Y
3§§¥ chers. . . . -
wa 4 . : .

€
oy N

Foa
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performance more overtly on the Cloze 'Test than on the /

other measures; Here the FI students d1d better regard-

‘1ess of teacher styie or student sex. It seems llkely

‘that the Cloze Test involves cognlttve restructurtng ;

abxlxtxes_much more dlrectly than the. other two Instru-

ments; the Final Exam and Oral Evaluation.:

a -

Conclusions

The research dtscussed here examined the role of

FD/I cognittve style in foreign language achrevement. In

) brlef the results showed ‘a significant dlfference between

FD and FI college students on three types of Spanlsh pro-

,f1c1ency. llngulsalc, communlcatlve, and 1ntegrat1ve. The

FI group dlsplazed a notably h1gher lével of achlevement :

in éaéh‘inStancé. There were no 51gn1f1cant tnteractlons

»'
P

be:;éen stgdent teacher cogn:trve style and Spanish achieve-

ment. However;_a Secondary,examinatlon of the data revedled '

. —
’

‘that the-group of FI female students consistently scored at

a4

the highest level with either FD or FI ?nstructors while

"the Fp male'group repeatedly evidenced the lowest level of

attainment. Therefore; in this study: it ¢an be concluded

-

that the learner's FD/I cognitive style was of the teacher's

~

J.cognltlve style.; As noted previously, though, instructor:

style may«not have been operatlng to a° great degree in

these classes. Further, the admitedly complex.process of

- second language learnlng necessitates examining moré*

vafiabiés_than were inébrpbratéa in this project.

It should .also be noted thatvstudent cognitive

P

]
5
S

L2

((

¥,

'
.
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> style was found to be an educatlonally SLgnlflcant factor,

in second language achlevement The performance—of FI

N

;..

N . -

tests of Spanlsh prof1c1ency - The FI group repeatedly

.

performed above the total group mean whereas the FD group‘,

- b

Sl

:regularly scored below that p01nt 'Yet'the amount that

.a,

fj each group dev1ated from the total mean'was not,extreme;

A % _

»\In terms of a normai dlstrlbutlon, each group varred less,

’ than one s. d. from the total ‘mean on the crlterlon measures.

o e

Y

"of the mlddle range (- 1 s.d. 5 For example, 1n terms of o :

» . [

R L letter—grade equlvalents on the Flnal Exam,; the overall i .
S class average was C while'the FI and FD. group means were‘i” Mo
L} ; . \ : <

- €+ and e- respectxvely The conclus1on of the 1nvest1ga-'u:

|
ﬁ}

- _::‘ tors 1s that,FD/I styles do affect forelgn language achleve—k

SR ment 1n the formal settlng 1n m dest but eduCatloﬁally ,i'L’E o

- *

. 1ower achlevement for the FD ‘male students w1th FI . ‘1111

I
instructors, though not analyze% statlstlcally,¢suggests

! S that cogn1t1Ve style may 1nfluence performance in a more ,
a subtle way than’ can- be dlscerned,from Fhls outcome-orlented

%3
study. The FD: males appear to be hav1ng scholastlc
'\‘ ‘ [
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'warrants further 1nvestrgatxon tnto how they learn and how

r. —
, L.

‘7 thay are,taught;\:such.prpcess research is needed prior to -
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'

D -

' orcin_conjunctloh w1th examlnlng what educatlongl technrques

N
. 4L

,mightflmprove thelr performance. EEEE SRR

Future research, then, should address FB/I as a

- and soc1al patterns in the classroom.d Data should be gathered

s 1mp11éd 1n-contemporary llterature. fhe-réstructuring

~ . .

about the actual learnlng and teachlng strateg'ésiu’éd hy{?ﬁ"“
.o :’ R '7.5‘{

Py

';versus.FI persons, as well‘as*about thelr llngulstlc, coﬁh '

\,,

municative and soc1ai 1nteractlons. For 1nstance, do FI

students study Independently to greater beneflt than FB

% T oa

o students? Do FD students-?ore ea51ly rely on FD teacﬁens/"'

‘3

for role-models or for, extra help? Do FD and FI teachefs

\r.. N

e treat the same materaal 1n a dxfferent manner° Natura%nstlc'

A . - .,

Cenh
research 1nto the pro'éssés of learn1ng and teach1ng mlght
f . . 5 L

ultxmately pnovxde answers to- these ques 1ons.“5 %' "

v . Y

'ff

"; or not college currlcula really stress and evaluate both':

Vo

-

o,

"td FD do not seem as clearly helpful, perhaps the latter_

llngulstlc and cgmmunlcatlve skllls to the equal degree

’1

' §
of b2 competenCe among the stﬁdents examxned here. ance

the soc1al anﬁ 1nterpersonal communlcatlve abilities lInked

S

nv >

fare not belng called forth in any lmportant way in the*f

’ . N -

' classrooma ”That is, llngulstlc aculty and manlpulatlve B

RN
- -~

' skill may still be given mofe significarce in texts, class

- A

f-géﬁivitiés,'ana_assessménts than social and interpersonal

' ( ‘ -

;:;coﬁﬁunicatiﬁé coﬁpeténcét Then,; too, FD and FI teachers

. may place a different emphasis on linguistic versus

P,
8

B

N
4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

process and the achievement outcome.

. SN / a '. )‘ ..22-

.

The educational‘process type,of research recommended

above may a t in clarlfylng these 901nts as well :

The research reported here suggestkrin conc1u51on,

-

factor»whichimay 'affect both theﬁsecond 1anguage 1earn1né
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Y L “TABLE 2 . -
S 'v:’ - G
ORAL EVALUATION* GROUP' MEAN SCORES :
..  Group S ShcE R
' _ _ :

3
. FD

FI
FI

.. D
s . FD

Students"

Students

Students

Students

Students

;Students

el

- Students with FD Instructors

-Students with FI. instructors

3

with FI instructors

with FD Instructors

with FD Instructors
with FI Instructors:

saaee
© 4938

51.9

5159
- 55,0

53.1

- 50.8
48,9

123
112
116
119

??p{;ﬂi

I A
LIS

-

field dependent
field independent

i

>

\w\I ‘

standardized meaﬁ‘* 56; s.di = iﬁ.»

L=



~ Group

|

FI Student
FD Students_

‘Students with FD
Students with FI

FI Students with
'FI Students with
FD Students with
FD Students with

Instructors’ 29.13
Instructors . 29.22

FI. Instructors 308
FD Instructors 3050
FD Instructors. 28.3
FI Instructors 27:7

FD
FI

- n

field indepe
number bf ca

RN

.

srpesdol

*Total Group.Mean

ndent .
ses

field dependent. . .

H

]
w
L ]
o
w

29.20; §.d.
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TABLE 4 :"
R

Group Differences in Relation to
- Standard Deviation(s.d:)

JE :
” o .

6
Oral Evaluation = 3.33 . 4.3
o

Measure 1/3 s.d. Difference between
‘ ' FD and FI groups

Final Exam 4.7

cloze Tast 1,67 /

independent -

4

eld dependent ~ ¢
1d ,

L : 4 - L
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R

FT Females

FD Females
| FI Males

FD Males.

D (68.9)

7 .
o 70

80

'Final Exam Grade Average

.,(Z = 77.8; s.d: = 14.4)

Figure 1
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_Graph of Final Exam Group Mean ScoresofFI/FB_\\ <
‘Males and Females by Type of Instructor (FD or FI) ,
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{ °,.:,7“ - — : — : —
| | FD Femles | 3.9

FO!
Instructors,

I Males ] ase

F0 Males | 47.5

FI Females = | 59.9

.y .

iftléé?Féﬁ&iéi' :j“_ﬁ',? ?;56}8

N F_fl ‘
_Instructonrs:

FlMales | 50.2

. ‘FD Males | 46.9.

0w
~Oral Evaluation Scare - - -
- (T-score: X = 50.7 s.ds =°10)-

.

 Flgure 2
Graph of Oral Evaluation GFoup Mean Scores of FIZFD . |
Males and Females by Type of Instructor (FD ®r FI) . v
\ _ S -




P v 7
oo -« o
- c o .
— ‘e " L}
. . L
* d ' - Y R
' : i . : NPT
_ B A ~ NP
~ ! T AV,
i o - i v .
. . N _
. ’ . N
- - ' . d
¢ ——— - PR ¢
b ]

' | Flfemles . - | 33 * e

FIMales o) 207 & . o 0 e

FD|
Instructors

FDFemales | 2830 . oWt o

.| Fomates - | .2

-

FI Females o 3.8

Lo
_Instructors

Ll
:‘g.
N

&l

FD Females 3.
b~

)

—— : -
FD Males 27.2 . . S

.

% 27 - 29 . .3, 38 R
Cloze Test Score -~ ; T e

o <o T (39-Item Test: R=29.2; s.d:=5.05) - ¥

e - . Figure 3-

~ Graph of Cloze Test. Group Mean Scores of :FI/FD . .




¥

¥

Yy

4

i o 'vf; _;NéTﬁé
| 1§éé é. iuc'kér, E. Hamayan and. F: Genesee,»i‘i&ffeotiiie;

gé!adxan,ﬁodern,ﬁanguage Rev1ew, 32. (1976), pp. 214 226-

B E BIalystok and M. Frohlich, “Aspeé%s of . Second Eanguage Learntng

' A
i in Classroom‘Settlngs,“ WorklngKEapers, Blllnguallsm, (1977),

pp.rl—26 E Blalystok and M Frohllch, "Variables - of Classroom
- P
Achlevement 1n econd Language Learnlng’" Modern Language Journal,

' 62 (1978), 'p;p’. 327-335 N Naman, M Frbhllch H. Stern and.

[P

’
g

Independent Cognltlve Style and éorexgn Language Proftc1ency

Among College Studéﬁts ln an Iﬂtroductory Spanlsh Coursgﬁi
(Unpublished Doctoral Dlssertatlon, UanerSlty of: cOlorado,llQSO),
and J. Hansen and C. Stansteld, "Fleld Dependent - Independent

eognltlve Styles and Eoreign Banguage Prof1c1ency Among College

R ¢
Students,“ Eangnage.iearn;gg in press.,

ZS Messlck, "PerSonallty ConSLStenci § in Cognltlon ‘and’
},, 4 ‘.

ereatLVLty,“ in S. Me551ck (Ed ), Indly1duallty 1n Learnlng

and

. r

S Blaokman, Cogh&t;ve Style (New York Jonf Wlley and Sons;

1978)

3H Wltkln and D Goodenough Eleld,mgpendence,ReVLSLted

(Prlnceton. Educatlonal Testlng Serv1ce,,1977), (ETS RN-77 =16);

'



. o R L

J,T i ,;,.“

- and H Wltkln, D. GOodénough and P. Gitman, "Psychologxcai
Aleferentlatﬁon. Current Status* Journal,of,Eersonallty,and,fﬁ;ui

F-.'

rSoc1al Psychology, 37 (1979), pp.11127- 145.

Y
* -

i 4H Witkln and D. Goééenough “FIeld-Bependence and Inter-

i personal BehaV1or," Rdychologlcaerulletln1 84 (1977), Pp- 661—689

= Fe 5
Do ; 5See R.-§6551er, "ﬁktrovarsxon - introversxon as a ngnxfxcant,

- . Variable_ln the L%arnlng of Engllsh .as a Second Language,
- (Unpubllshed docto al d1§§értatlon, Un1ver31ty of .Southern
"Cailfornla, 1975), J. Schumann, “Affectlve Factors and the Problem

\

of ﬁgé in Second hangﬁage Acqulsltlon," Language Learnlng, 25

0

:1fTeach Us*" TESOL,Quarteriy, 9 (i975), pp. 41-51, K. Chastatn," ‘ nﬁ

'"Affectlve and Ablllty Factors in. Second Language Acqutsxtxon,

'Language Learnlng, 25 (1975), pp. 153-161, L Wong;FIllmore,

\

Second Language Acqulsltlon,-i (Unpublgshed doctoral dlssertatlon,

§Stanford anversxty, 1976), F. Genesee,‘"Ind1v1dual leferencé§

}34 (l97&), pp. 490- 504 A. Omagglo,'"Successfui ﬁanguage Learners'

;What Do We Know About Them’" ERIC/CLL News. Bullet1n1 9 (1978),

: pp.\2?3. ’ in. L | R _bv‘ ? Jﬂtlf

£l

M. Lafever and L. Eﬁfi; "The RElatlonShID between FI id _

' \

Independence and Sentence Dlsamblguatlon Ablllty, Journal of

' 'PsychollnguiStlc R sear ch .5 (l976)p Pp._99 106. " | S

Lt ‘




, (1977), Pp. 1764. SRR g

oo e e - 3;&_777777717 S
i 1 "The Role of Cognitive Style fﬁ*kcademxc and in

Teacher-Student Relations,” In'S: Messick (Ed.),; Individuality in

"?;iéarni;g; 7’piica£ioﬁ§ of Cognitive Style in Creativity for Human

Deveiopment (San Franc1%co. Jossey-Bass publishers, 1976)

/

"eognltlve Styies rn Personal and euiturai Adaptation,“ The Heinz

Werner Lecture,Serles1 Vol 11 (Worcester, ngss.. eiark Unrversrty

Press, '1978) ; and H -Wltkln, fﬁoore, D. Gcodenough and P. Cox,

Educatlonal Impllcations,ﬂ Rev1ew of :Educationdl Research,; 47

3

"Fleld-Dependent‘and Field- Independent Cognltﬁ;f Styles and Thelr

\

!

N

‘%&

By, Dulay and M. Burt, "A New Pétspective on the Creative

Construstion Process in Child Second Language Acquisition,”

‘Language Learnirly, 24 (1974), pp. 253-278. ° b

g ﬁatch;_“éecond ianguage'iearning_- Universals?" Working

Papers on Blllnguallsm, 3 (1974), pp. 1-18. ED 123 870.

1eﬁ Wltkln, C;;Moore; P. Oltman;'ﬁ; Goodenpugh, F. Friedman, ..

J'.

v

©

and L D. OWEn; "R Longltudlnal Study of the Role|of éognitive §ty1e§é:f

in Academlc Evolutlon Durlng the éoiiege Years," Journa i

'E&ncationai Psychoiagy, 69 (1977), pp- 197= 211.

—-

11, Wltkln, "cogn1t1Vé St?lég‘ln Personal and Cultural

4Adaptat10n," The He1nz Werner Lecture Serigs, Vol. 1l (Worcester,

« ] ‘.

'Mass.: Clark Hnlver51ty PreSS, 1978);- ; R

12i Tyler,-"Fleld Depéndence -and Independence,f In L. Tyler s

"(Ed“i, Ind1v1dua11ty, Human P0551b111t1es and Personal Ch01ce 1n

the P'"””"




»
Y

o . X . ’ i ’ . '

7 I%H WItkln, e. Moore, b. Goodenoughg and,P Cox; “Fleld-

v
1

Dependent and Fleld-Independent Cognitive Styies and Their =

Educdtional Impllcatlons," Review oiEdu:catJ.onal,Research1 47 ‘ ﬁ%*
. — = ; - { SRy

(1977), pp. 1-64% o N L

145 Bialystok and M. Frohlich, 1977, 1978 (see note 1 above).

G. Tucker; E. Hamayan and F. Genesee (See note 1 above). . i
16y . Naiman, M. Frohlich, H. Stern and A. Todesco (see note 1

J. Hansen and C. étansfieid (éee'note 1 éBéGe);; o ,

- ﬁ% ' S e

o Q..
‘ 183; McLaughlln, "Theory and Research in Second ﬁanguage

Learnlng- An Emerglng Paradigm; " Language,Learnrng, 30 (1980),

[ & v

pp. 331= 350. -_ v C )
) r's -

(ﬁéw York: Irv1ngton Publlshers, 1977)

20B McLaughlin (see note 18 above) : ‘;”g?‘

-)

’ 2lH Wlthn, P. Oltman, E. Raskln, and S Karp, A Manual for

the,Embedded,Ergnres,fests,(Paio Alto' Consultlng Psychologlsts

J 7' Prees,\;97l) ' g .; o o ; ; : ot
o ' 22?9% a description and stétisticai anaifsie of the instruments
éﬁ@iagéa;iééé Ehévpréviaﬁg study by. Hansen anéfétéhsiiéia (see

Cnoke Labove): L. o

-

vy g, Horst/re. K. Taimaééé; and. C. T. Wood,' "A Practical
Gurde for Measurlng Progect Impact on Student Achlevement"

(Washlngton, D. C.. U.s. Government Prlntxng effice, 1976) B P

¢
Q2
(op
g




LR

®
Y
.

- . . R : )

28 i

In ei;assroom Research on ﬁa:nguage I:earnxng ﬁangnage L éa"mwx‘ﬁgf .
- ) - . e N .
© 30 (1980), fpp; ]_—42; S i B
N - N ; gr
;:'g _ ; } : l :,»:‘ )
e s v o L s 1 ]
I s :
R é : ’l ;;", v I o
; K N A
a #. N i
- ' ) ! ’ B P D Ta
. X r
B 4 o
- ; < 1 ] i
- \ 7 ' - . o
).‘ . ) - "
| ., . .
* \’:‘? . :
.’;f{_;" :
t _ ;\’ l 4 ’
- &
: ’ . ' ] e a ’Q h . 123‘;!
. ! t.
N - : b
, g
. ' ’ N , .
RS y \ ;
h ‘ ’ | L g

EMC . Y o ﬁ, ’ Coa E

’ ' L . - Z
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. ) . : I




